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REMARKS 

At the outset, applicants would like to thank Examiner 
Pellegrino for his time and consideration of the application at 
the interview of June 8, 2004 with the undersigned attorney. At 
the interview, the issues raised in the outstanding Official 
Action were discussed. In particular, applicants traversed the 
position of the Patent Office that the term structural chemical 
modification was merely a product-by-process recitation. 

Claims 19-39, 42, 43, 64 and 68-69 are pending in the 
present application. Claim 19 has been amended to more 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the present 
invention. Support for amended claim 19 may be found in the 
specification at page 4, lines 30-35. Claims 44-59, 61-63, and 
65-67 have been cancelled. Claims 68 and 69 have been added. 
Support for these claims may be found in the original claims and 
in the specification at page 4, lines 30-35. 

In the outstanding Official Action, claim 67 was 
objected to for allegedly for being an improper dependent claim. 
However, claim 67 has been cancelled. As claim 67 has been 
cancelled, applicants believe the rejection has been rendered 
moot . 

Claims 19-39, 42, 43 and 64 were rejected under 35 USC 
§112, second paragraph, for allegedly being indefinite. 
Applicants believe that the present amendment obviates this 
rejection . 
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In imposing the rejection, the Official Action alleged 
that it was unclear why the phrase "flexible material" was also 
used to describe the term "rigid portion". The Official Action 
pointed out that these two terms were contradictory. 

However, the claimed invention has been amended to 
recite an intraocular lens that comprises a flexible material and 
at least one relatively rigid material. The flexible portion 
comprises a flexible material. The at least one relatively rigid 
portion comprises a structural chemical modification of the 
flexible material that imparts relative rigidity. The flexible 
material and rigid material of the claimed invention are 
comprised of distinct materials. The claims also plainly recite 
that there is no fusion or assembly of the flexible material and 
rigid material. In view of the changes to the claims, applicants 
believe that claims 19-39, 42, 43 and 64 are definite to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Claims 19-24 and 27-33 were rejected under 35 USC 
§102 (b) as allegedly being anticipated by VANDERBILT. This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As noted above, the claimed intraocular lens comprises 
a flexible material and at least one relatively rigid material. 
The relatively rigid material is a structural chemical 
modification of the flexible material that imparts rigidity. In 
contrast to the prior art, the claimed intraocular lens does not 
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rely on the fusion or assembly of components to manufacture an 
intraocular lens. 

While VANDERBILT discloses the interpenetration of two 
pre-existing polymeric networks, neither of the disclosed 
compositions is modified or exhibit the characteristics as set 
forth in the claimed invention. A physical assembly occurs 
between the rigid zone and the flexible zone. This stands in 
contrast to the claimed invention. 

Indeed, VANDERBILT teaches a "zone that can be 
established to join the two parts of rigid material and flexible 
material". VANDERBILT' s process leads to the formation of a 
double block, where the central block is constituted of a rigid 
material and the two parts of the block are linked together 
through the interpenetration of the polymeric networks. Thus, 
the rigid material is not a chemical structural modification of 
the flexible material and relies on the fusion and assembly of 
components. Indeed, applicants believe that VANDERBILT teaches 
away from the claimed invention. 

Thus, applicants believe that VANDERBILT fails to 
disclose or suggest the claimed invention. 

Claims 19-23 and 26-32 were rejected under 35 USC 
§102 (b) as allegedly being anticipated by BOS et al . This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

BOS et al. disclose a method of making an intraocular 
lens, wherein the optical part and the haptic part are 
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mechanically bonded to each other. The method is characterized 
by fitting together two solid parts. The attachment members, 
previously formed on a rigid material, are placed into a mold in 
which a mixture of monomers is poured, leading to a flexible 
material after polymerization. At column 4, line 66 to column 5, 
line 14, BOS et al . teach that the bonding may be obtained either 
mechanically, by interpenetration, or by adhesion. 

Thus, BOS et al . fail to anticipate or render obvious 
the claimed invention. 

Claims 19-22 and 66 were rejected under 35 USC §102 (b) 
as allegedly being anticipated by YAGI et al. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed . 

YAGI et al. disclose an artificial lens made of a 
fluorine-containing block copolymer which comprises at least one 
soft segment and at least one hard segment. This material is 
based on a block copolymer wherein the material is based on a 
statistical polymer or copolymer which are grafted together. 

According to YAGI et al, the block copolymer is 
obtained by a one-step process, wherein a polymerization step 
enables the polymerization of the monomers constituted in the 
first block. Since all the monomers have been consumed, the 
active center located at the end of the first block enables the 
initiation and polymerization of the monomers constituting the 
second block. 
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However, the claimed intraocular lens is obtained by a 
multiple-step process, performed by chemically modifying the 
functional groups of an existing statistical polymer or 
copolymer. The multi-step process results in distinct physical 
and structural characteristics in that no fusion or assembly of 
components are required. Moreover, the relatively rigid material 
is a structural chemical modification of the flexible material 
used in the flexible portion of the lens. 

Thus, in view of the above, applicants believe that 
YAGI et al. fail to anticipate or render obvious the claimed 
invention . 

Claims 25 and 36 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over VANDERBILT in view of FREEMAN 
et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. As noted 
above, VANDERBILT fails to disclose or suggest the claimed 
intraocular lens. While the Official Action cites to FREEMAN et 
al. as to teaching the use of diethylene glycol dimethacrylate 
for crosslinking copolymers, FREEMAN et al. fail to remedy the 
deficiencies of VANDERBILT. As a result, applicants believe that 
the rejection is improper and ask that it be withdrawn. 

Claims 34 and 35 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over VANDERBILT in view of SHERR et 
al. 

The Official Action contends that SHERR et al . teach a 
monof unctional agent. However, once again, SHERR et al . fail to 
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remedy the deficiencies of VANDERBILT. SHERR et al . fail to 
disclose or suggest an intraocular lens with a flexible material 
and a rigid material wherein the rigid material comprises a 
structural and chemical modification of the flexible material of 
the flexible portion that imparts relative rigidity to the rigid 
portion. As a result, applicants believe that SHERR et al . fail 
to remedy the deficiencies of VANDERBILT. 

Applicants believe that the proposed combination of 
references fails to render obvious the claimed invention. 

Claims 36-39, 42, 43 and 64 were rejected under 35 USC 
§103 (a) as allegedly being unpatentable over VANDERBILT in view 
of WANG et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In imposing the rejection, the Official Action states 
that WANG et al. teach the use of a coupling agent in the 
polymerization process of copolymers to provide a surface 
modification with long-term stability. However, WANG et al . do 
not render the deficiencies of VANDERBILT. 

As a result, applicants believe that the proposed 
combination of VANDERBILT in view of WANG et al . fails to render 
obvious the claimed invention. 

Thus, in view of the present amendment and the 
foregoing remarks, applicants believe that this application is in 
condition for allowance. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
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overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 

Respectfully submitted, 

YOUNG & THOMPSON 

Philip Dubois? Reg. No. 50, 696 
745 South 23 rd Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 
(703) 979-4709 

PD/lk 



15 



